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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 27-36 are new. No claims are canceled. Claims 6-8, 10, 14, 15, 21, and 21-26 
are withdrawn from consideration. Claims 1-5, 9, 1 1-13, and 16-20 are amended. Claims 1-36 
are pending in this office action. 

2. Claims 6-8, 10, 14, 15, 21, and 21-26 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant 
to 37 CFR 1.142(b), as being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable generic 
or linking claim. The Applicant is reminded that should any of claims 1-5, 9, 11-13, 16-20, and 
27-36 become allowable, the claims now listed as withdrawn, will need to be canceled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claims 1-5, 9, 1 1-13, 16, 17, and 27-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 2002/0126005 issued to Gordon E. 
Hardman et al. (hereinafter "Hardman"). 

Claim 1: 

Harman discloses a system for tracking an object comprising: 

at least one device for encoding a medium coupled to the object with a unique identifier 
identifying the object and for reading the identifier [Hardman: paragraph [0084], lines 1-5 and paragraph 
[009611; 
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an object management database for storing, in association with the object via the 
identifier [Hardman: paragraph [0077], lines 1-2 and paragraph [0057], lines 1-3], performance information, 
comprising at least one object— elated performance characteristic [Hardman: paragraph [0084]], and 
servicing information, identifying at least one service operation on the object provided by a 
service provider [Hardman: paragraph [0084] and paragraph [0103]], for object tracking, at least a 
portion of said servicing information being provided by said service provider [Hardman: paragraph 
[0057], lines 1-3 and paragraph [0076]]; and 

a processor [Hardman: paragraph [0086], lines 1-4] operatively coupled to the object 
management database for managing retrieval, storage, and distribution of performance 
information and servicing information between at least the object management database and the 
service provider [Hardman: paragraph [0085], lines 1-11 and paragraph [0084] and paragraph [0096]]. 
Claim 2: 

Hardman discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above, and Hardman further 
discloses wherein the object is a tire (Hardman: Paragraph [0055], lines 1-4 and paragraph [0056], lines 1-4 
and paragraph [0084]) and the performance characteristic is a tire-related performance 
characteristics (Hardman: paragraph [0084]). 
Claim 3: 

Hardman discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above, and Hardman further 
discloses wherein the medium is a radio frequency identification (RFID) tag (Hardman: paragraph 
[0082], lines 1-5 and paragraph [0088]). 
Claim 4: 
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Hardman discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above, and Hardman further 
discloses wherein the identifier to the object is based at least in part on at least one of a year of 
manufacture, an object manufacturer [Hardman: paragraph [0095] and paragraph [0096] and paragraph 
[0084]], an object description and a service provider. 
Claim 5: 

Hardman discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above, and Hardman further 
discloses wherein the system further comprises a registration database operatively coupled to the 
processor for storing at least one of the identifier, an object manufacturer ID, an object 
description ID and a service provider ID (Hardman: paragraph [0077], lines 1-6 and paragraph [0095] and 
paragraph [0096] and paragraph [0084]). 
Claim 9; 

Hardman discloses all the elements of claim 8, as noted above, and Hardman further 
discloses wherein one of said at least one device is for both said encoding and said reading 

(Hardman: paragraph [0098] and paragraph [0159] and paragraph [0218]). 
Claim 11: 

Hardman discloses all the elements of claim 2, as noted above, and Hardman further 
discloses wherein each object-related performance characteristics is selected from a group 
consisting of: pressure, temperature, mileage, tread depth, tire failures, retreadings, recall date, 
warranty, and age (Hardman: paragraph [0084]). 
Claims 12, 13, 16, 17: 

Claims 12, 13, 16, and 17 are rejected under the same or similar reasons to those set forth 
in the rejections of claims 1-5, 9, and 11. 
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Claim 27: 

Hardman discloses all the elements of claim 5, as noted above, and Hardman further 
discloses a registration authority for determining, at least in part, the identifier for assigning to 
the object [Hardman: paragraph [0084], lines 1-5 and paragraph [0096]]; Note that the identifier is "provided]", 
"programmed" , or assigned.]. 
Claim 28: 

Hardman discloses all the element of claim 27, as noted above, and Hardman further 
discloses wherein the registration authority manages the registration database [Hardman: paragraph 
[0077], lines 1-2 and paragraph [0057], lines 1-3]. 
Claim 29: 

Hardman discloses all the elements of claim 2, as noted above, and Hardman further 
discloses wherein the service operation is at least one of a service operation provided by a 
garage, a repair station and a tire rotation [Hardman: paragraph [0084] and paragraph [0103]]. 
Claim 30: 

Hardman discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above, and Hardman further 
discloses wherein said at least one device is used for communicating at least one of said 
performance information and said servicing information with the processor [Hardman: paragraph 
[0084] and paragraph [0103]]. 
Claim 31: 

Hardman discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above, and Harman further 
dislcoses wherein there are at least two service providers [Hardman: paragraph [0084] and paragraph 
[0103]; Duplication of known components is not invention. See MPEP 2144.04 VI B.]. 
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4. Claims 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
Application Publication Number 2003/0006121 issued to Kenneth Yukou Lee et al. (hereinafter 
"Lee"). 
Claim 18: 

Lee discloses a method of encoding a medium for identifying an object comprising: 

a) at a service provider, generating an identifier based on at least one characteristic 
associated with the object (Lee: paragraph [0017] and paragraph [0018], lines 1-5); 

b) updating a list of object identifiers, stored at a database accessible at the service 
provider, to prevent a conflict in the list of object identifiers (Lee: paragraph [0018], lines 9-13); 

c) writing the identifier to the medium opcrativcly coupled to the object (Lee: paragraph 
[0018], lines 1-5); and 

d) registering the object in a central database, associated with the service provider (Lee: 
paragraph [0018], lines 9-13). 

Claim 19: 

Lee discloses all the elements of claim 18, as noted above, and Lee further discloses 
wherein the medium is a radio frequency identifier (RFID) tag, whereby the identifier is written 
as a unique 96-bit number (Lee: paragraph [0017] and paragraph [0018], lines 1-5). 
Claim 20: 

Lee discloses all the elements of claim 19, as noted above, and Lee further discloses wherein the 
unique 96-bit number is divided into a plurality of numerical number blocks, and each numerical 
block representing a selected characteristic associated with the object (Lee: paragraph [0017] and 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, i f the cli I Terences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 32-36 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee, and 
further in view of Hardman. 
Claim 32; 

Lee discloses all the elements of claim 18, as noted above, but Lee fails to expressly 
disclose wherein the identifier is based at least in part on at least one of a year of manufacture, an 
object manufacture, an object description, and a service provider. 

However, Hardman discloses wherein the identifier is based at least in part on at least 
one of a year of manufacture, an object manufacturer [Hardman: paragraph [0095] and paragraph [0096] 
and paragraph [0084]], an object description, and a service provider. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Lee with the teachings of Hardman noted above. The 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the teachings of Lee per the above for the 
purposes of monitoring large tires in off-road vehicles (Hardman: paragraph [0003]). Such tires are 
expensive and require regular maintenance in order to operate effectively (Hardman: paragraph 
[0003]). Furthermore, the combination is presumed valid because the combination of Lee and 
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Hardman would yield the predictable result of monitoring a tire's characteristic with RF 

techonology. 

Claim 33: 

Lee discloses all the elements of claim 18, as noted above, but Lee fails expressly 
disclose wherein the object is automobile industry related. 

However, Hardman discloses wherein the object is automobile industry related [Hardman: 
paragraph [0055], lines 1-4 and paragraph [0056], lines 1-4 and paragraph [0084]], an object description, and 
a service provider. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Lee with the teachings of Hardman noted above. The 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the teachings of Lee per the above for the 
purposes of monitoring large tires in off-road vehicles (Hardman: paragraph [0003]). Such tires are 
expensive and require regular maintenance in order to operate effectively (Hardman: paragraph 
[0003]). Furthermore, the combination is presumed valid because the combination of Lee and 
Hardman would yield the predictable result of monitoring a tire's characteristic with RF 
techonology. 
Claim 34: 

Claim 34 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 4 and 32. 
Claim 35: 

Claim 35 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in rejection of claim 20 and 32. 
Claim 36: 
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Claim 36 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejections of claims 20, 32, 
and further in view of Lee: paragraph [0018] (Note that the currency block appears to be the sum 
of the currency data used to authenticate the amount of currency (Lee: paragraph [0018] and specifically 
paragraph [0018], lines 10-13].). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant Argues: 

While Hardman teaches a tire tag storing information sensed by a tire tag sensor, amended claims 1 and 12 
recite that at least a portion of the servicing information is provided to by the service provider. In Hardman the 
information is not provided by the service provider, but limited to that sensed via tire tag sensors. 

Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Hardman discloses wherein the data sensed by the sensor is 
compared to "program limits, wheel position, tire identification..." [Hardman: paragraph [0084], 
lines 10-16; The comparison is part of the "determination" step.]. It appears that these "limits" 
for adequate functionality are set by the service provider [Hardman: paragraph [0084], lines 10- 
16; see "tire shop" which provides the service of fixing the tire if needed.]. 

Since it appears that each and every element of the Applicant's claimed invention is 
either disclosed or suggested by the prior art of record, the claims remain rejected under the 
reasons set forth in the preceding office action. 
Applicant Argues: 

In fact, Hardman teaches away from such a system and method as recited in amended claims 1 and 12 by 
teaching a device that is limited to information that can be sensed by the tire tag. Relying merely on sensed data 
does not allow for a system storing performance information or servicing information, with at least a portion of said 
servicing information being provided by a service provider. 

Examiner Responds: 
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Examiner is not persuaded. As shown above, Hardman is clearly mapped to each and 
every element of the claimed invention as a 35 U.S.C. 102 reference. Since the claims 1 and 12 
are rejected under a single reference, and the reference discloses each of the claim limitations, it 
cannot "teach away" from the claimed invention. Typically, a may reference "teach away" from 
another reference when it is combined as part of a 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection. 

The rejections set forth above are maintained. 
Applicant Argues: 

In contrast, the Lee system is concerned with identifying and tracking currency. As such the Lee identifier 
contains data such as the currency amounts and serial number. A tracking system for currency is designed to 
identify, count and authenticate the currency. Accordingly this reference does not teach, hint, or even suggest 
generating an identifier based on a service provider for servicing an object. 

Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. The Examiner reminds the Applicant that the Examiner is 
entitled to give the claim language its broadest reasonable interpretation. There is no language 
in the independent claims which limits the claimed "object" such that it can not be interpreted 
as a currency. The RFID associated with the currency in the Lee reference appears to be 
perform the equivalent of the functional steps claimed by the Applicant. As a result, the claims 
remain rejected under the reasons set forth in the preceding office action. 

The rejections will be maintained in the future under this interpretation until the claims 
are limited in order to clarify what the "object" is, and more specific limitations to "tracking the 
object". Until that time, it appears that the currency tracking of Lee discloses the equivalent 
steps of object tracking as claimed. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to PATRICK A. DARNO whose telephone number is (571)272- 
0788. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9:00 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mohammad Ali can be reached on (571) 272-4105. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
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applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Patrick A. Darno/ 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2158 
07-06-2009 

PAD 

/Yicun Wu/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2158 



